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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1 . Claims 13-16 are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75 as being exact duplicates of claim 12. 

When two claims in an application are duplicates or else are so close in content that they both 
cover the same thing, despite a slight difference in wording, it is proper after allowing one claim 
to object to the other as being a substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. See MPEP 
§ 706.03(k). 

2. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claim 1 recites the limitation "the spring chamber" in lines 3-4. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

5. Claiml is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. It is unclear whether the phrase "characterized by a throttle valve means" (of line 4) 
modifies the pilot-controlled pressiire feed valve as a whole, or a component thereof 

6. Claim 1 recites the limitation "the anti-cavitation fimction" in line 7. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
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7. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. It is unclear as to what the frame of reference should be with respect to the phrase "in 
the opposite direction" (of line 7). 

8. Claim 4 recites the limitation "bypass flow" in line 3. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. It is believed this refers to the "flow around said nozzle 
plate" set forth in the last line of claim 2. 

9. Claim 5 recites the limitation "the inner circumference walls" in lines 6-7. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in pubUc use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

2. Claims 1 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Kawasaki 
(US Patent 4,289,160). 

With regard to claim 1, Kawasaki discloses a pilot-confroUed pressure feed valve, comprising a 
piston (3 1) of a main stage whereby a connection between an input port (24) and an output port 
(26) may be confroUed open, and the spring chamber (39) of which is adapted to be connected 
with the input port via a piston bore (38) and with a control oil drain (51) via a pilot control stage 
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(49), characterized by a throttle valve means (37, 43, 45) which throttles a control oil flow 
through the piston bore from the input port into the spring chamber in a closed position (broadest 
reasonable interpretation of "closed position" includes the position in which end 43 of element 
37 is approaching element 45), and confrols open a comparatively large cross-section of flow in 
the anti-cavitation function (that position illustrated in FIG 1) in the event of a control oil flow in 
the opposite direction (although the anti-cavitation function of Kawasaki is performed primarily 
by the movement of element 28, any void formed in inlet 24 would also be replenished by fluid 
from the spring chamber). 

With regard to claim 7, Kawasaki discloses his device to be capable of use in hydraulic actuator 
systems (col. 1 lines 6-7), which encompass closed and open hydraulic circuits with fixed and 
variable displacement pumps. Moreover, there is nothing in the disclosure of Kawasaki to 
suggest that his device is not usable in a closed or open hydraulic circuit with fixed or variable 
displacement pumps. 
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3. Claims 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 10, and 12-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Adams (US Patent 3,090,398). 

With regard to claim 1, Adams discloses a pilot-controlled pressure feed valve, comprising a 
piston (39) of a main stage whereby a connection between an input port (52) and an output port 
(51) may be controlled open, and the spring chamber (46) of which is adapted to be connected 
with the input port via a piston bore (see opening in piston 39 to which plug 43 is attached) and 
with a control oil drain (109) via a pilot control stage (12), characterized by a throttle valve 
means (72) which throttles a control oil flow through the piston bore from the input port into the 
spring chamber in a closed position (see column 6 lines 33-46), and controls open a 
comparatively large cross-section of flow (not restricted by the size of bore 83) in the anti- 
cavitation function in the event of a control oil flow in the opposite direction (see column 5 lines 
20-24 and lines 70-74). 

With regard to claim 2, Adams discloses the throttle valve means to be a throttle check valve 
having a nozzle plate (78) which is penetrated by a nozzle bore (83) having a smaller diameter 

than the piston bore, and which is adapted to be taken with an end face thereof into contact with 
a nozzle plate seat (41), wherein the nozzle bore may be passed by in a condition where the 
nozzle plate is raised from the nozzle plate seat by a flow around said nozzle plate (during the 
anti-cavitation fimction of the analysis in claim 1, see column 5 lines 20-24 and lines 70-74). 
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With regard to claim 4, Adams discloses the nozzle plate to have at the circumference flattenings 
which delimit a cross-section of bypass flow (distal circumference of element 72 restricts flow 
through channel 17). 

With regard to claims 6 and 10, Adams discloses the throttle check valve to be inserted into a 
valve chamber (that area generally surrounding elements 41 and 78) of the piston bore (18) into 
which a seat sleeve (41) forming the nozzle plate valve seat is inserted. 

With regard to claims 7 and 12-16, Adams explicitly discloses his device to be capable of use in 
a closed loop hydraulic actuator system (col. 1 lines 43-47). It would have been obvious to use 
fixed or variable displacement pump(s) in a system using the Kawasaki valve as such pumps are 
notoriously well known as a source of pressure for circuits of the type using the Kawasaki valve. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the im ention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the stibject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

6. Claims 3, 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Adams. 

With regard to claim 3, Adams discloses the invention as claimed except for the relative size of 
the nozzle and piston bores. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention to form the nozzle bore so that its diameter is equal to or less than half the 
diameter of the piston bore, since it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result 
effective variable (see col. 7 lines 15-24, showing this parameter to be result-effective) involves 
only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F. 2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 
With regard to claim 8, see analysis of claim 4, above. 
With regard to claim 9, see analysis of claim 6, above. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

7. Claims 5 and 1 1 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but may 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim 
and any intervening claims. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to WILLIAM MCCALISTER whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1869. The examiner can normally be reached on M-R, 8-7. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gregory Huson can be reached on 571-272-4887. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an apphcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Elecfronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

William McCalister /Stephen M. Hepperle/ 

Patent Examiner Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3753 



WMM 
4/8/2007 



